STUDIES   IN   A   DYING   CULTURE
freedom  They seem to assume that it is quite a clear
concept, whose definition everyone would agree about.
Yet who does not know that liberty is a concept
about whose nature men have quarrelled perhaps more
than about any other ? The historic disputes concern-
ing predestination, Karma, Free-Will, Moira, salvation
by faith or works, determinism, Fate, Kismet, the
categorical imperative, sufficient grace, occasionalism,
Divine   Providence,   punishment   and   responsibility
have all been about the nature of man's freedom of
will and action. The Greeks, the Romans, the Bud-
dhists, the Mahomedans, the Catholics, the Jansenists,
and the Calvimsts, have each had different ideas of
liberty. Why, then, do all these bourgeois intellectuals
assume that liberty is a clear concept, understood in
the same way by all their hearers, and therefore needing
no definition ? Russell, for example, has spent his life
finding a really satisfactory definition of number and
even now it is disputed whether he has been successful.
I can find in his wntings no clear definition of what he
means by liberty.  Yet most people would have sup-
posed that men are far more in agreement as to what
is meant by a number, than what is meant by liberty.
This indefinite use of the words can only mean either
that they believe the meaning of the word invariant
in history or that they use it in the contemporary
bourgeois sense. If they believe the meaning invariant,
it is strange that men have disputed so often about
freedom. These intellectuals must surely be incapable
of such a blunder. They must mean liberty as men in
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